
OPENLETTERS.
Is publication of botanical and zoological papers In microscopical

Journals Justltlable?Journals Justltlable?

In the October Gazette in the column of "Notes and News," is this

statement: "Botany and zoology are becoming badly entangled again

with 'microscopy.' As something that deals with methods, the latter

; as dealing with botanical and zoological re-

[omain " Whv tVi^ anthnr nf tViic naratrranh

with 'microscopy.' „„
has an important place
sults, It IS out of its domain." Why the author of this paragraph

makes use of the word "again" is difficult to see, for there hascer-

tamly been abatement neither in the recent nor in the remote past

in the use of microscopical journals and proceedings for publication

of bio ogical papers. Indeed so far as my acquaintance with these

journals goes there has been a steady increase of materia! such as the

Gazette deems out of its proper place.
Is such publication justified by precedents? It is due the American

Microscopical Society to say that it is by no means the first nor the

only nor by any means the chief sinner in this respect. If the prac-

tice of putting biological papers into journals bearing a title indicating
^only that they are microscopical journals is to be condemned, then

the leading English, American, and German microscopical periodicals

at once become missionary fields for the Gazette note-writer.A perusal of the following periodicals will show that papers dealing

with botanical and zoological results predominate in all, and in some

K oiT'lf
f ^^ ^1'?'°^^ exclusively. Other equally reputable titles migW

,

be addedbut this seems hardly necessary. Ouarterly Tournal of Micro-
;

:al Society, Journal

JMlt/^ti --^ "i i>i ubcopicai journal, Zeitschrift fur wissensciw'"-

Tf.?,l°'''^Lr
^'*^'^^".^' f"^ angewandte Mikroskopie.

, ^.^.

thpL^
Publication justified by necessity? It might be urged tM

It wm?irY'^''°"'
u'^°"^^ ^" change the titles of their publica

"J

the wr ? ''''"''^ ^^ impossible to limit them at once to methods^

But 2T '"^^^'^'' ^^^ difficulty I take it is chiefly in the g
have tri^H

^"^
TF^'^K ^ ^^"^^ "ame for these organizations? M^

nfavVm""-''
^^^« f«»en back on their old name.^ Thenatneany^

t naving zoological and botanical subjects brougni

.

At is, it seems to me, very desirable to cultivate a i

^on mnatural science in the minds of members ot '"

IS one of the most effective oronaffanda of which ."

the meetings. ,
for investigation
societ eV i7 Jc T'^"^^'

science in the minds ot memuc» -• _
niTbeVemeTbe ed thTl^''^^''"^

propaganda of wh.ch l^
in Am^r.Vo J ,

*°^' there are many workers now m
^ . j

sSace^o llf th"*^ ^-^ ^"°^ ^^^y ^e» that the Gazette cannot g'

cofumn. f,n.
^ T'^'H •* ^0"'<^- Other botanical journals find

;;

of matter nfr^l '5 '^^ ^^^^"^ for space. Every year the o I

cre^e th7?.h^^'? "P°" biological subjects increases. With
'J

t, .

al Wdfo df.^n'
°^ >nvestigating increases but this should nev«^^

allowed to discourage the publicltion of investigations. It is a ^"^
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of viefolT tr P°'"* °^
''^f^ °^ the investigator and from the point

cation .hn,M
?"^^easmg multitude of readers that channels of publi-

&n fo '""f"^'^- u^^^ ?^ t^^^^ ^^^""^^^ l^^^e a more definite

ChTrif^cPffi^''^-^^^''.*^^ American Microscopical Society.

M£e are .Inn^ K,^"/
'"^ performing that function those who read its^ges are alone able to tell. Its co-laborer, the Gazette, will be the

ndimveZl,
^''^°"''^§^^ '"^ ^" it^ mission.-W. W. Rowlee, Cor-

Naturo of the binary name.

ai,"n.?fK
January issue of the Gazette Professor Bailey has urged

sfm rh
-^""^

v'^^
permanency of the specific name an argument of

?.n?.^ 1 '^'^^'?^7 ^s to ^^ worthy of careful consideration. He pre-

tardinJ-f
^^^^ ^°'^^ ^^^ y^^'"s since,* and I remember then xt-

call Sn^'^i!" '^^^™®"t "^^^'"g *° be answered; yet I do not re-

the Pro

,k-. ^^ Se? Ihe two forms of expression are, of course, but the

the Pmf
"^ ^^^^ anywhere a word of comment upon it. The gist of

ri,f,,l
^^^'"^ ^'g^ment lies in these two interrogations: "Is noraen-

Is bullata or Car ex bullata the name

firmlv fn K^f*^^^ ,
^^^ propounder of this forceful question appears

man inf-Pir
^^^^ ^^^ ^""^ every botanist gifted with ordinary hu-

nierelv J //^!"*^? "^"^* answer: "Carex bullata undoubtedly, and not

fessorV^i ' '^ t^^ "^"^^ of a certain sedge." If this be, what Pro-

^e the cor
^^^° confidently believes it, the only rational answer; if it

credit th^^^^^*"
^"^w^^' the argument is strong enough utterly to dis-

name n« ^kP^^^^'^^ of treating the retention of the earliest specific

But ff !?/'f
*°^y ""^^'" the law of priority.

I^estion h
author of the argument deems rationally out of the

^*ertoon ?°i
0"'y Possible but defensible; if the affirmative an-

of the othp
"

-i,
questions does not necessarily involve the negation

^^%e then fV
bullata and Carex bullata are names of a certain

^^^ invalid YA ^^S""™^nt, so specious at first glance, is weakened, if

*^°ntinual •
"^"^ ^ ^^^'^ venture to assert, having in mind the

'«^a alonp "^^u^'^^
°^ ^" botanists, that, under certain limitations, bul-

*'!' not l\f
the entirely sufficient name of a sedge. Professor Bailey

"" hour nr f
""^

fi
"^ ^"^^ ^ proposition as this, that he could lecture for

'^e whil'p
^^ hours, upon a certain group of sedges, discussing,

•^•eds with
number of species from a half dozen to several hun-

P^^nts anH n^ u^"^
chance of indefiniteness or ambiguity as to the

"y any n
* without using any but the specific names; never once,

«^"eric term^r^^^
°^ the situation, employing before his hearers the

Precisely th-
^^^^' Nor is this instance merely a supposititious one;

atleast Vn ^"^^g^'^eingso exceedingly common that any botanist,

fence of if V ^^oment's reflection, must realize the universal preva-

thc
specifi

^^ "°t, as a rule, make extensive use of anything but

considerat- "^'"^s, in oral converse, no matter what the genus under
"°" may be, unless it should be a monotypic one, in which

'^°T. GazeTTE 16: 215.


